IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
APPLICANT: HUANG; Ching Yu 

SERIAL NO.: 10/919,232 ART UNIT: 3753 

FILED: August 17, 2004 EXAMINER: Rivell, J. A. 

TITLE: VALVE STRUCTURE FOR FAUCETS 

Amendment A: REMARKS 

Upon entry of the present amendments, previous Claims 1-16 have been canceled and new 
Claims 17-23 substituted therefor. Reconsideration of the rejections, in light of the forgoing 
amendments and present remarks, is respectfiilly requested. The present amendments have been 
entered for the purpose of placing the claim language into a more proper U.S. format and also for 
the purpose of more clearly distinguishing the present invention from the prior art. 

In the Office Action, it was indicated that Claims 1-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over the Semchuck patent in view of the Wong patent. Claims 1-15 
were also objected to because of the various language informalities. 

As an overview to the present reply, Applicant has extensively amended original independent 
Claim 1 in the form of new independent Claim 17. New independent Claim 17 expresses the 
original limitations in a more proper U.S. format, including proper antecedent bases and proper 
structural interrelationships throughout. Any indefinite terminology found in the original claim 
language has been corrected herein. In particular, new independent Claim 17 positively recites that 
the packing box includes an upper casing and a lower casing. The "wall bracket" has been positively 
recited in independent Claim 17. It is indicated that the wall bracket is received within the holding 
compartment of the upper casing. The lower casing is defined as having a generally planar shape. 
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The "assembly holes" of the wall bracket have also been positively recited. The "template" is now 
described as being of a "planar shape". The template is received in the packing box against the 
planar shape of the lower casing. It is indicated that the template has hole markings thereon 
corresponding identically in location to a location of the assembly holes of the wall bracket. It is 
further indicated that the template is interposed between the surface of the wall bracket and the 
planar surface of the lower casing. 

Dependent Claims 18-23 correspond, respectively, to the limitations found in previous 
dependent Claims 2-7. These dependent claims have also been expressed in a more proper U.S. 
format. 

Applicant respectfully contends that the present amendments serve to distinguish the present 
invention from the prior art combination. In particular, the Semchuck patent simply shows a 
mounting template with a hole pattern therein. This mounting template is formed of a flexible strip 
of paper material which defines hole patterns. There is no indication that the mounting template of 
the Semchuck patent has a hole pattern relating to the hole pattern associated with the wall bracket. 
The Semchuck patent does not indicate that the mounting template is, in anyway, received in the 
packing box against the planar lower casing. There is no indication in the Semchuck patent that the 
template can be interposed between a surface of the wall bracket and a planar surface of the lower 
casing. The "packing box" is not identified or illustrated in the Semchuck patent. 

The Wong publication describes a shipping container that has a plurality of compartments 
therein suitable for receiving various articles. The Wong publication does not have the "wall 
bracket" recited therein. The Wong publication does not describe the "upper casing defining a 
holding compartment for the wall bracket". There is no suggestion of the use of a template 
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interposed between the wall bracket and the planar svirface of the lower casing. As such, the Wong 
publication and the Semchuck patent fail to teach or suggest the present invention, as defined by 
independent Claim 17. 

Fundamentally, one having ordinary skill in the art of the Wong publication and the 
Semchuck patent would not derive the placement of the "wall bracket" between a surface of the wall 
bracket and the bottom surface of the casing. One would not derive the matching of the hole pattern 
of the Semchuck patent with the assembly holes of the wall bracket. On this basis, Applicant 
contends that the prior art combination of the Semchuck patent and the Wong publication would 
neither show nor suggest the present invention. 

Relative to the dependent claims, there is no teaching of a "hang hole" as in independent 
Claim 1 8 by the prior art combination. The prior art combination fails to suggest that the template 
is "attached to" the packing box. The prior art combination fails to teach the limitations of 
dependent Claim 21 in that there is no suggestion of a "contour outline" by the prior art combination. 
The prior art combination does not show the perforations around the hole markings of dependent 
Claim 22. The "dimensional indicia" of dependent Claim 23 is neither shown nor suggested by the 
prior art combination. 

Based upon the foregoing analysis, Applicant contends that independent Claim 17 is now in 
proper condition for allowance. Additionally, those claims which are dependent upon this 
independent claim should also be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the rejections and 
allowance of the claims at an early date is earnestly solicited. Since no new claims have been added 
above those originally paid for, no additional fee is required. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



October 30. 2006 /Andrew W. Chu/ 
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